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Applicant(s) 

YOAKIM ET AL. 


Examiner 

Bruck Kifle, Ph.D. 


Art Unit 
1624 





Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED. STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )£3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 September 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-15 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 



6) |2<] Claim(s) 1-15 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

£))□ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) ^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 2/13/04 . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) 



Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 



6) |_J Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20051 117 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

i) The term "prodrug" is unclear as to what the prodrug looks like. Arriving at a given prodrug 
requires research and one cannot say what makes a suitable prodrug and what does not. 
Requiring research to understand the scope of the claim renders a claim indefinite. Similarly, in 
claim 15 it is unclear which ester is intended. 

ii) In claim 9, it is unclear which antiretroviral drug is intended. 

iii) In claim 10, the "HIVH" appears to be a typographical error. Correction is required. 

iv) In claims 13 and 14, the protecting groups are named as compounds, which is incorrect. 
These protecting groups need to be rewritten as radicals. For example, "alkyl ester" should be 
written as "alkoxycarbonyl" to indicate what the protecting group is. The term "ester" indicates a 
class of compounds. 

Claim 1 1 provides for the use of a compound, but, since the claim does not set forth any 
steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what method/process applicant is intending to 
encompass. A claim is indefinite where it merely recites a use without any active, positive steps 

* 

delimiting how this use is actually practiced. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed recitation of a use, without 
setting forth any steps involved in the process, results in an improper definition of a process, i.e., 
results in a claim which is not a proper process claim under 35 U.S.C. 101 . See for example Ex 
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parte Dunki, 153 USPQ 678 (Bd. App. 1967) and Clinical Products, Ltd. v. Brenner, 255 F. 
Supp. 131, 149 USPQ 475 (D.D.C. 1966). 

Claims 6-9 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling as a method of treatment, does not reasonably provide 
enablement for preventing HIV infection generally. 

In evaluating the enablement question, several factors are to be considered. Note In re 
Wands, 8 USPQ2d 1400 and Ex parte Forman, 230 USPQ 546. The factors include: 1) The 
nature of the invention, 2) the state of the prior art, 3) the predictability or lack thereof in the art, 
4) the amount of direction or guidance present, 5) the presence or absence of working examples, 
6) the breadth of the claims, and 7) the quantity of experimentation needed. 

1) The nature of the invention: The method of use claims are drawn in part to prevention of HIV 
infection generally. 

2) The state of the prior art: There are no known compounds, which have been demonstrated to 
prevent HIV infection generally. The only known form of prevention is the use of AZT to 
prevent the transmission of HIV from mother to baby by administering AZT to the mother before 
giving birth. All other attempts to find a pharmaceutical to prevent HIV infection have thus far 
failed. 

3) The predictability or lack thereof in the art: Pharmacological activity in general is a very 
unpredictable area. Note that in cases involving physiological activity such as the instant case, 
"the scope of enablement obviously varies inversely with the degree of unpredictability of the 
factors involved". See In re Fisher, 427 F.2d 833, 839, 166 USPQ 18, 24 (CCPA 1970). 
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Also, see In re Surrey 151 USPQ 724, regarding sufficiency of a disclosure for a 
Markush group, and MPEP 2164.03 for enablement requirements in cases directed to structure- 

* 

sensitive arts such as the instant pharmaceutical arts. Note in Surrey, in which testing done on a 
group of homogeneous compounds having the same core was deemed NOT sufficient to support 
claims to various hetero groups of a much narrower range than is being claimed herein and 
located at only one position in the formula. 

4) The amount of direction or guidance present and 5) the presence or absence of working 
examples: There are no doses present to direct one to protect a potential host from HIV infection. 

6) The breadth of the claims: The claims are drawn to prevention of HIV infection whose 
prevention is unknown. 

7) The quantity of experimentation need would be an undue burden to one skilled in the 
pharmaceutical arts since there is inadequate guidance given to the skilled artisan for the many 
reasons stated above. 

Thus, factors such as "sufficient working examples", "the level of skill in the art" and 
"predictability", etc. have been demonstrated to be sufficiently lacking in the instant case for the 
instant method claims. 

Applicant is advised that should claim 6 be found allowable, claim 15 will be objected to 
under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application 
are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight 
difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a 
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substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). The intended use of a 
pharmaceutical composition does not have any patentability weight. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable oyer Ogilvie et al. 
(US 2003/006926). The reference teaches a generic group of compounds, which embraces 
applicants' claimed compounds (See pages 1-2, compounds of formula (I) and definitions of the 
variables). The claims differ from the reference by reciting specific species and a more limited 
genus than the reference. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to select any of the species of the genus taught by the 
reference, including those instantly claimed, because the skilled chemist would have the 
reasonable expectation that any of the species of the genus would have similar properties and, 
thus, the same use as taught for the genus as a whole. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to select the claimed compounds from the genus in the reference since such 
compounds would have been suggested by the reference as a whole. It has been held that a prior 
art disclosed genus of useful compounds is sufficient to render prima facie obvious a species 
falling within a genus. In re Susi, 440 F.2d 442, 169 USPQ 423, 425 (CCPA 1971), followed by 
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the Federal Circuit in Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Laboratories, 847 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ 2d 1843, 
1846 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

The closest prior art compounds differ from the instant compounds at instant "Q " These 
compounds are listed in pages 24-29. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brack Kifle, Ph.D. whose telephone number is 571-272-0668. 
The examiner can normally be reached Tuesdays to Fridays between 8:30 AM and 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. James Wilson can be reached on 571-272-0661. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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